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THE SECOND VIRGILIAN
PRIAPEAN, 11. 6-9:

I propose the following reading:
' mihi corolla picta vere ponitur,
mihi rubens arista sole fervido,
mihi virente dulcis uva pampino,
mihi coacta duro oliva frigore.'

The first three lines are sound. For the fourth,
Vollmer adopted the text of Muretus :

' mihique glauca duro oliva frigore.'

But que is a sheer conjecture, and the real cure
is rather to be found in the manuscripts them-
selves. At the end of the line in R is found
coacta, while Zfand A give coda, and B has
cocta frigo. Thus some scribe seems to have
replaced coacta ' wrinkled,' describing the ripe
olive berry, by glauca, a stock epithet of the
olive leaf, the true reading being added in the
margin. Being a dull fellow he desired a
specification of colour corresponding to picta,
rubens, and virente above, and he failed to see
that coacta connoted blackness.

Virgil was amusing himself by parodying
himself and by characterising the four seasons
in a symmetry of four lines. This trick of
versification, an extension of his frequent
anaphora, is the same that he is said to have
used in the famous quatrain :

' Sic vos non vobis nidificatis aves,
sic vos non vobis vellera fertis oves,
sic vos non vobis mellificatis apes,
sic vos non vobis fertis aratra boves.'

We see it again in lines like 58-59 of the Fourth
Eclogue:

' Pan etiam Arcadia mecum si iudice certet,
Pan etiam Arcadia dicat se iudice victum.'

In his youth he sowed with the whole sack. At
a later time he confined himself mainly to vague
paraphrases and fleeting verbal reminiscences
of familiar verses. Yet the allusiveness of his
mature style had its antecedent in mere parody,
as in Catalepton X., and in the extended
anaphoras above.

NORMAN W. DEWITT.

POLAR BEARS AT ROME.
Calpurnius Siculus, Ed. VII. 65-6:

aequoreos ego cum certantibus ursis
spectavi vitulos.

Has it ever been suggested that these
were probably polar bears (Ursus
maritimus) ?

Bears, always plentiful in the spec-
tacles, are not referred to elsewhere in
connexion with seals or water, though
water exhibits usually got special
mention—e.g., the crocodiles and hip-
popotami of Scaurus and Augustus.
Nor do I know any bear that would
enter water to hunt the seal except the
polar bear, of which it is the usual prey.

The negotiator ursorum, or fur-trader,
who got such a treasure to Rome would
be asked how to show it to the best
advantage. What better suggestion
could he give than to provide a tank,
stock it with seals, which were cheap
and plentiful, and turn the bears
amongst them—assuring to the spec-
tators a fine exhibition of natation with
the certainty of a good noisy fight at the
finish ? That Calpurnius does not draw
special attention to the rarity of the
bears in no way vitiates the argument;
the whole show was a marvel to him
and all the wonders equally wonderful.

We have no evidence of the exhibi-
tion of animals from the distant North
in the time of Nero, but they become
increasingly common from Gordian I.
onwards; therefore these lines from
Eclogue VII. may help to fix Calpurnius'
date.

GEORGE JENNISON.
Zoological Gardens,

Manchester.

REVIEWS
DAS HOMERPROBLEM IN DER GEGENWART.

Das Homerproblem in der Gegenwart.
Prinzipien und Methoden der Homer-
erklarung. Von ENGELBERT DRERUP,
Professor an der Universitat Wiirz-
burg. Pp. xvi+510. (Being Vol. I.
of Homerische Poetik in three vols.)-
Druck und Versand: C. J. Becker,
Universitats-Druckerei in Wiirzburg.

DIESES BUCH,' I regret to say, ' ist
ein Kriegsbuch,' and the Krie% in

question is not an ordinary war, but a
Jehad against' rationalists ' and ' Analy-
tiker,' who either blasphemously deny
the unity of the Homeric Poems, or,
with more subtle impiety, try to trace
their sources and divine any parts of the
process by which the Poems have been
formed. I regret this, because the
spirit of a Jehad, though enlivening to
the casual reader, does not make
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for understanding. Again and again
throughout the book one finds a de-
nunciation where an explanation would
be more profitable. For example, at
every few pages one meets the words
' petitio principii.' Whenever a critic
tests his hypothesis, and argues that it
holds good as an explanation of the
phenomena, Dr. Drerup utters a cry of
' petitio principii.' Yet in most cases
this is the only possible method of
argument in dealing with a question
where there is so little direct historical
evidence, and there is nothing whatever
improper about it. Again, while Dr.
Drerup is extremely emphatic about
unity, he makes no study whatever of
the problem presented by a unity which
is built up from various sources, or a
unity which persists through various
successive versions, or the unity of a
poem which is recited in slightly dif-
fering form by different rhapsodes, or of
the same entertainment given by dif-
ferent actors. This is the real problem,
but it involves very tolerant and delicate
study, and that is not Dr. Drerup's
method.

He passionately maintains, and quite
rightly, that Homer can only be under-
stood 'poetisch.' He points out well
the frequency of contradictions in
works which are certainly by a single
author, for example, in the A eneid ; and
he follows up tne excellent observations
of Tycho von Wilamowitz on the use of
•momentary motives' by Sophocles—
i.e., motives extemporised for some occa-
sion irrespective of the main thread of
a drama. Yet, after all, there are some
contradictions, not always the largest
ones, which do spring from diversity of
authorship : the treatment of the Bur-
gundians in the Nibelungenlied is a
typical instance, and Dr. Drerup makes
no attempt to analyse the difference.

He shows excellently the absurdity of
many accepted phrases—e.g., the com-
plete ' objectivity ' currently attributed
to Homer, or the statement made by so
good a critic as Andrew Lang that a
primitive poet never archaises. Dr.
Drerup makes excellent use of the well-
known difference between the similes
and the narrative: in the similes we
hear of fish-eating and trumpets and
crowns, but in the narrative such things

are avoided as unsuitable for the Age of
Heroes. Yet I fear Dr. Drerup has
some a priori notion of ' das Poetisch'
which severely limits his imagination.
The Catalogue of Ships, for instance,
is considered by both Allen and Leaf to
represent largely an alien work, either
older or younger than the rest, incor-
porated in the Homeric Poems. This
to Dr. Drerup is utterly ' unthinkable,'
because a true poet does not incorporate
in his poem the work of anybody else.
It is extraordinary that anyone should
argue like this in view, for instance, of
notorious facts about the sources ot
Shakespeare; and one would not expect
such a learned man as Dr. Drerup to
ignore the great difference between the
ancients and the moderns in the treat-
ment of their sources. We are always
making a demand for something which
we call originality; but in the days
before the existence of a large reading
public a learned man who was fortunate
enough to possess the book of a previous
learned man was apt to copy it out with
his own additions and corrections. I
have given many instances in the Rise
of the Greek Epic. In much the same
way a poet handling a received legend
had to be exceedingly careful in his
modifications of it, because the legend
was the common property of himself
and his audience, and one of the
partners could not transform it without
the consent of the other. These points
and others like them have been ex-
pounded by Mr. J. A. K. Thomson with
a power of exact language and a range
of historical imagination from which I
can only wish that Dr. Drerup had
profited more.

Dr. Drerup's repugnance to the spirit
of over-confident and mechanical con-
jecture, which has, no doubt, at times
been visible in works on the Homeric
Question, makes him deny the existence
of problems that are obviously there.
In the Homeric treatment of the Gods,
for instance, there is clearly a problem.
There may be a sceptical Ionic spirit;
there may be traces of something primi-
tive, not assimilated to the culture of a
more advanced age; there may be that
irreverence which in a polytheistic
system each pious community is apt to
have for the gods of its neighbours;
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but Dr. Drerup sweeps away all ex-
planations by the statement that the
poet happened, on purely technical
grounds, to like using his gods for comic
relief. This habit of going straight to
the peculiar character of the unknown
poet as to a first cause reaches lengths
in Dr. Drerup which are really sur-
prising. For example, the similes,
which to most readers bear unmistak-
ably the marks of a tradition, are to Dr.
Drerup a proof of Homer's originality;
he happened to be a man with a pecu-
liarly strong taste for similes ! And it
will scarcely be believed that the mixture
of dialects and the mixture of different
cultures (Kulturmischung) are equally
ascribed to the poet's personal tastes.
Dr. Drerup's attitude in his last chapter
reminds me of a lecture I once heard on
a picture in an Italian monastery. The
sky, instead of being blue, was a rather
thin, dull red, and the lecturer explained
with enthusiasm that this was due to
the ' ascetic nature ' of the painter, who
would not allow himself the sensuous
indulgence of a blue sky. But a painter
who was present pointed out to me that
the thin, dull red was the usual ground
which was used for ultramarine. The
sky was red because, for some reason,
the last coat had not been put on.
Ultramarine was an expensive paint, and
perhaps the monks could not afford it.

Dr. Drerup's own view is that the in-
comparable poet lived in the eighth
century, and himself wrote down the
text as we have it. True, the earliest
papyri all vary greatly from the received
text: that is because all the papyri we
know are bad ones; those we do not
know were quite different and would, if
known, exactly corroborate the text as
now printed! The most salient proof
which Dr. Drerup gives of the exact
preservation of the text is an odd one :
that the poem was composed for recita-
tion by rhapsodes in stretches of a
manageable length, and the existing text

under Dr. Drerup's fingers comes ex-
actly apart into eighteen rhapsodies.
This argument leaves me wondering. If
it were true, it would prove nothing,
because obviously a poem that has been
long in the hands of rhapsodes might
easily fall apart into eighteen rhapsodies
by the action of the rhapsodes them-
selves ; but, as a matter of fact, it is
strikingly the reverse of the truth. Half
the trouble of the Homeric Question is
due to the fact that the Poems do not
fall apart into so many rhapsodies; if
they did, how much happier Lachmann
would have been !

Now, after all this unfavourable criti-
cism, it will perhaps seem surprising if
I add that I personally have found this
volume one of the most interesting and
valuable books on the Homeric Question
that I have read for many years. Its
merit does not lie in sound judgment or
delicate imagination, but it lies in the
immense range of literature and the
wealth of parallels over which Dr.
Drerup is master. Again and again he
corrects convincingly and finally the
errors of various scholars, who have
applied to Homer the analogy of some
particular form of literature which has
struck them. His corrections of Chad-
wick, for instance, are conclusive. In
spite of the very high value of Professor
Chadwick's work, the parallels between
his Northern Epics and Homer are not
exact, and Dr. Drerup easily shows that
there is no reason they should be. This
is a real advance in the study of the
whole problem; Dr. Drerup's Jehad is,
to my mind, a failure. We all believe
in the unity of Homer : it is only when
we try to explain what that unity is,
and how it has come about, that the
Homeric Question begins. But, in spite
of what seems to me an unfortunate
standpoint, Dr. Drerup's wide studies
have borne fruit, and he leaves the un-
solved Question not where he found it.

GILBERT MURRAY.

Early Greek Philosophy. By J. BURNET.
Third Edition. A. and C. Black,
Ltd., 1920.

THAT this work, besides having been
translated into French and German,

EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY.
should have reached a third edition in
English, is a matter for congratulation
not only to the author but to all lovers
of good scholarship. To students of the
history of philosophy and the sciences it


